


 

 

CONSOLIDATED PLAN 2017-2021 

 

Richland County, South Carolina 

 

August 23, 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Submitted by 

Morningside Research and Consulting, Inc. 
P.O. Box 4173 
Austin, Texas 78765 
tƘƻƴŜ рмн олн ппмо ω CŀȄ рмн олн ппмс 
www.morningsideresearch.com 

http://www.morningsideresearch.com/


Morningside Research and Consulting, Inc.  i 
Richland County Consolidated Plan 2017-2021 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

1 Executive Summary ................................................................................................................. 1 

2 The Process .............................................................................................................................. 7 

3 Needs Assessment ................................................................................................................. 16 

4 Market Analysis ..................................................................................................................... 47 

5 Strategic Plan ......................................................................................................................... 91 

6 Action Plan ........................................................................................................................... 120 

Appendix A:  Public Participation Report .................................................................................... 151 

Appendix B:  Public Comments ................................................................................................... 168 

Appendix C:  Transportation PowerPoint ................................................................................... 175 

Appendix D:  Application for Federal Assistance SF-424 ............................................................ 193 

Appendix E:  Certifications .......................................................................................................... 202 



Morningside Research and Consulting, Inc.  1 
Richland County Consolidated Plan 2017-2021 

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES-05 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - 24 CFR 91.200(C), 91.220(B) 

Introduction 

1. Introduction 

Richland County is situated in the heart of the Midlands region of South Carolina. Bordered to 

the south and west by the Congaree and Saluda Rivers and the Wateree River in the southeast, 

the 772 square miles of Richland County include a combination of rural and urban areas. The 

county is home to the state capitol, Columbia, Congaree National Park, and the Fort Jackson 

U.S. Army installation. With over 400,000 residents, Richland County is the second most 

populous county in South Carolina, and its population continues to grow rapidly. Over half of 

Richland County residents live in unincorporated areas of the county. 

Richland County became a federal entitlement program grantee in 2002. As an entitlement 

grantee, Richland County receives an annual share of federal Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds authorized under 

Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended. The Richland 

County Office of Community Development (RCCD) is responsible for administering CDBG and 

HOME grants for unincorporated areas of Richland County. According to its mission statement, 

w//5 ǎŜŜƪǎ ǘƻ άǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ through 

ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛǘŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜΦέ 

The purpose of a Consolidated Plan is to identify housing and community development needs 

and to develop specific goals and objectives to address those needs over a five-year period. This 

Five-Year Consolidated Plan for Richland County covers the period October 1, 2017, to 

September 30, 2021. The Consolidated Plan enables the county to continue to receive federal 

housing and community development funds and, according to regulations CFR 91.200(a), must 

be submitted to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) no less than 45 

Řŀȅǎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ȅŜŀǊΦ 

This Consolidated Plan consists of four major sections: an assessment of housing and 

community development needs (Needs Assessment), an analysis of the local housing market 

(Market Analysis), a five-year strategic plan for allocating county resources (Strategic Plan), and 

a one-year plan for implementing recommendations (Action Plan). Key findings from these 

sections are discussed below. 
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2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment 

Based on a detailed analysis of data describing community characteristics and housing market 

conditions, a survey of available community resources, and an extensive community 

participation process, the following were identified as priority needs for Richland County: 

1. Rehabilitation of existing affordable owner-occupied housing units 

2. Public improvements and infrastructure  

3. Revivification of dilapidated and/or abandoned commercial and/or residential 

properties  

4. Homeless/Continuum of Care (CoC) services that benefit adults, families with children, 

and other special needs homeless populations 

5. Council-approved eligible master planned area improvements  

6. Production of affordable housing units 

7. Homeownership assistance 

8. Collaboration with community partners to coordinate development activities 

9. Public services 

In order to address these priorities, the county will set the following goals for the next five 

years: 

Á Provide funds for owner-occupied housing rehabilitation:  Rehabilitate and stabilize the 

existing affordable housing stock in unincorporated Richland County by assisting elderly and 

special needs homeowners in the maintenance and rehabilitation of their homes. 

Á Develop affordable housing:  At least 15 percent of HOME funds are set aside for 

Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) to build or rehabilitate and 

acquire existing units in the county master planned areas to produce rental and 

homeownership opportunities for low- to moderate-income households. 

Á Revivification and neighborhood master planning: Assist with countywide efforts to 

restore and revitalize or demolish dilapidated housing and commercial real properties with 

emphasis on neighborhood master planned areas targeting housing, infrastructure, and 

commercial revitalization. 

Á Provide deferred forgivable loans for first-time homebuyers:  Provide deferred forgivable 

loans of up to $10,000 to as many as 100 first time homebuyers to purchase homes in 

unincorporated Richland County over five years.  

Á Provide funds for essential public services:  Assist with the improvement and expansion of 

public services including transitional housing for the homeless, job development, and other 

services. 

Á Provide funds for public facilities and infrastructure improvements:  Ensure the successful 

completion of ongoing infrastructure projects including but not limited to: sewer projects, 
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infrastructure for the new Shakespeare Crossing affordable housing development, and 

other community spaces. Promote collaboration among developers and the public transit 

authority to ensure transit considerations are incorporated into new construction projects 

from the initial stages. 

Á Provide assistance to homeless and other special needs populations: Partner organizations 

and service providers within Richland County to address the needs of homeless and non-

homeless special needs populations including: victims of domestic violence; families with 

children experiencing homelessness; unaccompanied youth, veterans, and ex-offenders.  

Á Effectively administer all CDBG and HOME activities.  

Additional goals set in the 2017 Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) are also included in the 

Consolidated Plan to ensure clarity and consistency in tracking progress on all housing and 

community development goals over the next five years. 

Overview 

3. Evaluation of past performance 

In partnership with other public, private, and non-profit housing providers and service agencies, 

Richland County has increased the available stock of affordable, safe and decent housing; 

helped ensure a suitable living environment for county residents; and contributed to expanding 

economic opportunities, especially for low- to moderate-income community members. Despite 

the progress made, housing and community development issues remain as pressing concerns 

for county residents. The present plan documents many challenges that have been addressed in 

previous Consolidated Plans and Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports 

(CAPERs). The scale of these challenges far exceeds available resources, so progress is 

measured and incremental.  

Richland County has consistently allocated funds to address the highest strategic plan priorities. 

The county has met all requirements as an entitlement grantee including administrative caps, 

minimum set aside requirements, and federal grant fund matching requirements. County 

policies and procedures comply with federal requirements to ensure that programs and 

activities benefit low- to moderate-income individuals and families and that community 

development projects appropriately identify and mitigate lead-based paint hazards.  

For each year of this Consolidated Plan, the CAPER will provide an assessment of progress 

towards meeting the five-year goals and one-year goals adopted. The CAPER is due annually to 

HUD on December 30.  
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4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process 

Richland County Community Development actively promotes collaboration and coordination 

among the dozens of public, private, and non-profit organizations providing housing and non-

housing community development services in the county and region. RCCD strives to maintain 

open communication with partner agencies and organizations as well as Richland County 

residents. 

Citizen and stakeholder input were crucial to the identification of community development 

needs and priorities for this Consolidated Plan. RCCD solicited public and stakeholder input 

through four public meetings, two stakeholder focus groups, one resident focus group, and a 

booth at two public events. These meetings were advertised on the county website; social 

media accounts and community partner list serves. These meetings took place from April 22, 

2017 to May 11, 2017 at the following locations:  

Á Corn Bread Festival ς Staff Booth ς April 22nd ς Columbia  

Á Sweet Potato Festival ς Staff Booth - April 29th ς Hopkins 

Á Spirit Communications Ball Stadium (Public Meeting) 

Á Richland County Library (Public Meeting) 

Á Dutch Square Mall Meeting Room (Seniors and Special Needs) 

Á Decker Center Meeting Room (Public Meeting)  

Á Garners Ferry Adult Activity Center (Public Meeting) 

Á PASOs (Hispanic/Latino Focus Group) Office  

Á Cecil Tillis Center (Public Housing- Residents Focus Group)  

Interviews were also conducted with representatives from public agencies, non-profit service 

providers, and elected officials. Over 200 residents responded to an electronic survey. The 

survey provides direct feedback from Richland County residents on housing needs, factors that 

affect housing choice, and non-housing community development needs. Select service 

providers were contacted to obtain feedback for targeted special needs populations. 

RCCD organized public meetings at different times of the day in accessible venues with 

consideration given to proximity to public transit. Of the people who stopped by the two 

booths, 33 completed prioritization forms. Twenty-one residents attended the public meetings, 

twenty-one stakeholders attended the stakeholder focus groups, and seven residents attended 

the resident focus group meeting.  

Interviews with key stakeholders included RCCD staff, planning staff, economic development 

staff, Columbia Housing Authority (CHA) staff, a representative of the Midlands area 

Consortium for the Homeless (MACH) which coordinates homeless services in Richland County 

and the surrounding region, and members of the County Council, RCCD notified Richland 
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County residents of the Consolidated Planning process and the opportunity to communicate 

their opinions and priorities for housing and non-housing community development through a 

variety of channels:  

Á RCCD issued news releases requesting citizen input on housing and non-housing community 

development issues for the Consolidated Plan on May 1 and May 8, 2017, to area 

newspapers, radio and television stations, school districts, local magazines, chambers of 

commerce, and the United Way, News releases listed meeting dates, times, and locations. 

The news releases were also available on the countyΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ 

Á RCCD issued information regarding public meetings and the electronic survey in the 

Richland Weekly Review, the electronic county newsletter, every Friday beginning April 28, 

2017. This newsletter reaches approximately 3,600 individuals, home-owners associations, 

and community groups.  

Á RCTV, the county government access television station, aired a graphic promoting the 

survey beginning May 8, 2017.  

Á The meetings and on-ƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪ 

page, and Twitter account.  

5. Summary of public comments 

Public input has shaped the priorities and goals adopted in this Consolidated Plan. County 

residents were asked on six occasions to provide input on their community development 

priorities. The top three issues identified by respondents, in order, were: area road 

improvements, rehabilitation of existing affordable housing units, and public transportation. 

Respondents to the online survey also expressed concern about high crime rates, a lack of 

homeless services, and a lack of drug and alcohol treatment facilities. 

Richland County made the 2017-2021 Five-Year Consolidated Plan and 2017 Annual Action Plan 

available for public comment from July 17 to 31, 2017. Federal regulations 24 CFR 91.115(b)(4) 

and 24 CFR 91.105(b)(4) require a minimum 30-day public comment period, however, a 

memorandum issued on May 10, 2017 by the Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) waived this requirement for Consolidated Plans and Annual Action Plans for Fiscal Year 

2017 due to the late enactment of HUD's FY 2017 appropriations. Two private citizens and a 

representative of the Columbia Housing Authority provided comments via email; further 

comments were recorded from participants in a transportation focus group held July 28, 2017 

and in a public hearing for the Consolidated Plan held July 31, 2017.  

Two representatives from the Richland County Office of Community Development, one 

representative from the City of Columbia, and three community members attended the public 

hearing. Comments received in the public hearing focused on parks and recreation, road and 
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sidewalk improvements, and rehabilitation of dilapidated housing. The first comment received 

via email highlighted the difficulty faced by housing choice voucher holders who are elderly and 

disabled in finding stable housing that meets their needs. The housing authority representative 

corrected certain discrepancies in the public housing inventory reported in the Consolidated 

Plan. The final comment via email indicated needs for area road improvements. Comments 

received during the transportation focus group expressed needs for programs that promote 

independence, re-entry programs for young adults, and enhanced transit service to areas with 

more job opportunities. To read all of the public comments in their entirety, see Appendix B. 

6. Summary of views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them 

All survey responses, prioritization form responses, and public comments have been accepted. 

Public comments are appended to the Consolidated Plan as appendix B.  

7. Summary 

This Five-Year Consolidated Plan was developed based on input from Richland County 

residents, community partners, and stakeholders as well as a thorough analysis of data 

available from reliable sources. Significant sources of data for this report include the 2011-2015 

American Community Survey (ACS) estimates, 2010-2014 Comprehensive Housing Affordability 

Strategy (CHAS) data, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the 2010 Census, the 2017 Richland 

County AFH, the National Survey on Drug Use and Health, the South Carolina Department of 

Health and Environmental Control, the South Carolina Department of Public Safety, the 

Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), Inventory Management System/PIH 

Information Center (IMS/PIC), and local data sources.  

The 2017-2021 Consolidated Plan will guide the community development efforts of Richland 

County over the five years concluding on September 30, 2021. The strategy outlined in the plan 

is focused on decent, safe, and affordable housing, a suitable living environment, and economic 

opportunity. Adhering to this fundamental community development strategy will lay a secure 

foundation for growth and prosperity for all Richland County residents, one household at a 

time.  
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2 THE PROCESS 

PR-05 LEAD & RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 24 CFR 91.200(B) 

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those 

responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source 

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and 

those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source. 

TABLE 1 ς RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

Agency Role Name Department/Agency 
Lead  Agency RICHLAND COUNTY   

   

Narrative 

Morningside Research and Consulting, Inc. (Morningside) provided consultation to Richland 

County for the completion of this Consolidated Plan. Morningside worked with Richland County 

Community Development staff to plan and facilitate the citizen participation process and 

complete all Consolidated Plan sections. Morningside is based in Austin, Texas. 

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information 

Jocelyn Jennings 

Richland County Community Development 

2020 Hampton Street, Suite 3063B 

Columbia, SC 29204 

Tel: 803-576-2063 

jenningsj@rcgov.us  

PR-10 CONSULTATION - 91.100, 91.200(B), 91.215(L)  

Introduction 

Since 2002, Richland County has benefited from Entitlement Community and Participating 

Jurisdiction status through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 

This status makes the county eligible to receive direct assistance from both the Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) and the HOME Investment Grant (HOME) programs. A HUD 

requirement for receiving assistance through the CDBG and HOME programs is the preparation 

ŀƴŘ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ tƭŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ and community 

mailto:jenningsj@rcgov.us
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development needs. This detailed five-ȅŜŀǊ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 

CDBG and HOME funding. 

tǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŎƻƴŎƛǎŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

between public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, 

mental health and service agencies (91.215(I)). 

Richland County works with public and assisted housing providers to increase the overall supply 

of affordable housing units in Richland County to make independent living attainable for as 

many residents as possible. Richland County has selected two grantees to receive CDBG funds 

in support of their social service programs to address special housing needs in unincorporated 

areas of the county, including access to health care, mental health, and social services. The 

County is also working to enhance coordination between housing providers, developers and the 

COMET bus system to ensure residents have convenient access to health care and other 

essential services. 

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of 

homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families 

with children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness 

Many organizations in Richland County are working to meet the needs of individuals 

experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of experiencing homelessness. Dozens of these 

organizations coordinate their services through membership in the Midlands Area Consortium 

for the Homeless (MACH). Richland County has long a history of involvement and collaboration 

with many partner organizations, including many listed in table two below. Taken together, the 

services provided in Richland County address a diverse spectrum of needs facing the homeless 

population. 

Richland County provides a number of programs and services which provide shelter for 

homeless and at-risk populations. Several efforts are underway to provide additional housing, 

emergency shelter, transitional housing, and other services. Richland County is a partner in the 

local Continuum of Care, the MACH, and provides CDBG funding for transitional housing. In FY 

2017-2018, CDBG grants will support the St. Lawrence Place facility operated by Homeless No 

more ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 9ǇǿƻǊǘƘ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ IƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ.  

Fifty three public, private, non-profit and faith-based organizations offer services directed 

towards assisting the homeless, various homeless sub-populations, and homelessness 

prevention. Many of these are members of the MACH. Through membership in the MACH, 

Richland County is able to coordinate with partner organizations to ensure the diverse needs of 

homeless populations including families with children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth are 

addressed. 



Morningside Research and Consulting, Inc.  9 
Richland County Consolidated Plan 2017-2021 

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in 

determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate 

outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS 

Richland County does not receive Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) funds. Organizations 

receiving CDBG funds through Richland County are evaluated through a monitoring process 

described in the 2017 Annual Action Plan and are expected to meet performance standards 

defined in their grant contracts. Since August 1, 2012, Richland County has transferred the 

administrative role of HMIS grants to the United Way of the Midlands. The county worked with 

the United Way of the Midlands to form a Midlands Housing Trust Fund (MHTF) program to 

assist with maintaining the affordability of housing for low- to moderate-income citizens by use 

of general County discretionary funds. Through these efforts, Richland County assists the MHTF 

to close the gap on affordable housing and other needs to end chronic homelessness in the 

Midlands. These efforts also provide gap financing and incentives to nonprofits and developers 

to create affordable housing for low- and moderate-income populations.  

2. Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process 
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other 
entities 

TABLE 2 ς AGENCIES, GROUPS, AND ORGANIZATIONS WHO PARTICIPATED 

1 Agency/Group/Organization Midlands Area Consortium for the Homeless (MACH) 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Continuum of Care 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Homeless Needs- Chronically homeless 
Homeless Needs- Families with children 
Homeless Needs- Veterans 
Homeless Needs- Unaccompanied you 
Homelessness Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from MACH was interviewed for 
the Consolidated Plan. 

2 Agency/Group/Organization Homeless No More 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services- Homeless 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Homeless Needs- Chronically homeless 
Homeless Needs- Families with children 
Homeless Needs- Veterans 
Homeless Needs- Unaccompanied you 
Homelessness Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from Homeless No More was 
interviewed for the Consolidated Plan. 

3 Agency/Group/Organization The Comet/Columbia Regional Transit Authority  

Agency/Group/Organization Type Regional Organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-housing Community Development Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative of the Columbia Regional Transit 
Authority was interviewed by phone for the 
Consolidated Plan. 
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4 Agency/Group/Organization PASOs 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services- Children; Child Welfare Agency 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

Several representatives from PASOs were 
interviewed for the Consolidated Plan at a 
stakeholder meeting held at the PASOs facility. 

5 Agency/Group/Organization Richland County Economic Development Office 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other Government- County 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Housing Need Assessment 
Market Analysis 
Non-housing Community Development Strategy 
Anti-poverty Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

Staff from the Richland County Economic 
Development Office were interviewed for the 
Consolidated Plan. 

6 
Agency/Group/Organization 

Richland County Department of Planning and 
Development Services 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other Government- County; Planning Organization 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-housing Community Development Strategy 
Anti-poverty Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

Staff from the Department of Planning and 
Development Services were interviewed for the 
Consolidated Plan. 

7 Agency/Group/Organization Richland County Council 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Civic Leaders; Other Government- County 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Housing Need Assessment 
Market Analysis 
Non-housing Community Development Strategy 
Anti-poverty Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

Two members of the County Council were 
interviewed for the Consolidated Plan. 

8 Agency/Group/Organization Columbia Housing Authority (CHA) 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Public Housing Agency (PHA) 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Public Housing Needs 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

Two representatives from CHA were interviewed for 
the Consolidated Plan and 7 residents participated in 
a focus group. 

9 Agency/Group/Organization Aging and Disability Resource Center (ADRC) 

Agency/Group/Organization Type 
Services- Elderly Persons; Services- People with 
Disabilities 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-Homeless Special Needs  

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from the ADRC was interviewed for 
the Consolidated Plan. 

10 Agency/Group/Organization University of South Carolina 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services- Education 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-housing Community Development Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from the University of South 
Carolina attended a stakeholder focus group for this 
Consolidated Plan. 
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11 Agency/Group/Organization United Way of the Midlands 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Continuum of Care 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Homeless Needs- Chronically homeless 
Homeless Needs- Families with children 
Homeless Needs- Veterans 
Homeless Needs- Unaccompanied you 
Homelessness Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from United Way of the Midlands 
attended a stakeholder focus group for this 
Consolidated Plan. 

12 Agency/Group/Organization Transitions 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services- Homeless; Services- Employment 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Homeless Needs- Chronically homeless 
Homeless Needs- Families with children 
Homeless Needs- Veterans 
Homeless Needs- Unaccompanied you 
Homelessness Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from Transitions attended a 
stakeholder focus group for this Consolidated Plan. 

13 Agency/Group/Organization +ÅÅÐÉÎȭ )Ô 2ÅÁÌ -ÉÎÉÓÔÒÉÅÓ 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services- Homeless 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Homeless Needs- Chronically homeless 
Homeless Needs- Families with children 
Homeless Needs- Veterans 
Homeless Needs- Unaccompanied you 
Homelessness Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

! ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÆÒÏÍ +ÅÅÐÉÎȭ )Ô 2ÅÁÌ -ÉÎÉÓÔÒÉÅÓ 
attended a stakeholder focus group for this 
Consolidated Plan. 

14 Agency/Group/Organization New Paths Development and Consulting 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Business Leaders 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Market Analysis 
Non-housing Community Development Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from New Paths Development and 
Consulting attended a stakeholder focus group for 
this Consolidated Plan. 

15 Agency/Group/Organization Amare Hanna Group LLC 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Business Leaders 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Market Analysis 
Non-housing Community Development Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from Amare Hanna Group LLC 
attended a stakeholder focus group for this 
Consolidated Plan. 

16 Agency/Group/Organization South Carolina Uplift Community Outreach 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Housing Need Assessment 
Market Analysis 
Non-housing Community Development Strategy 
Anti-poverty Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from SC Uplift Community 
Outreach attended a stakeholder focus group for 
this Consolidated Plan. 

17 Agency/Group/Organization Richland County Board of Zoning Appeals 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other Government- County 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-housing Community Development Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from the Richland County Board of 
Zoning Appeals attended a stakeholder focus group 
for this Consolidated Plan. 
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18 Agency/Group/Organization Eau Claire Cooperative Health Center 

Agency/Group/Organization Type 
Health Agency; Publicly Funded Institution/System 
of Care 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Lead-based Paint Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from Eau Claire Cooperative Health 
Center attended a stakeholder focus group for this 
Consolidated Plan. 

19 Agency/Group/Organization Palmetto Health 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services- Health; Services- Persons with HIV/AIDS 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 
Lead-based Paint Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from Palmetto Health attended a 
stakeholder focus group for this Consolidated Plan. 

20 Agency/Group/Organization SisterCare 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services-Victims of Domestic Violence 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 
Consultation? 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and 
what are the anticipated outcomes of the consultation 
or areas for improved coordination? 

A representative from SisterCare was interviewed 
for this Consolidated Plan. 

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting 

In accordance with June 2017 guidelines from HUD on incorporating the Assessment of Fair 

Housing (AFH) into the consolidated planning process, local fair housing agency FairHousingSC 

was contacted to discuss how Consolidated Plan goals would align with goals from the 2017 

Richland County AFH. FairHousingSC did not respond to this request.  

All other required Agency Types were consulted for this Consolidated Plan. The agency 

consultation during this Consolidated Plan was extensive and included focus groups, 

community meetings, and individual interviews. 

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan 

TABLE 3 ς OTHER LOCAL/REGIONAL/FEDERAL PLANNING EFFORTS 

Name of Plan Lead Organization 
How do the goals of your Strategic Plan 

overlap with the goals of each plan? 

Five Year Strategic Plan to End 
Homelessness 

South Carolina Coalition for the 
Homeless (SCCH) 

SCCH is the coordinating entity for the four 
regional Continuum of Care (CoC) entities in the 
state of South Carolina. Goals from the SCCH plan 
were considered for the homelessness and 
affordable housing components of the Strategic 
Plan. 

2015 Comprehensive Plan Richland County 

The 2015 Comprehensive Plan set public service 
and infrastructure improvement goals that 
informed the non-housing community 
development goals of the Strategic Plan. 

City of Columbia Consolidated Plan 2015-
2019 

City of Columbia 

Goals outlined in the City of Columbia 
Consolidated Plan for 2015-2019 were considered 
in order to understand the context of community 
development efforts within the city and avoid 
redundancy. 

2017 Richland County Assessment of Fair 
Housing (AFH) 

Richland County 

Information from the 2017 Richland County AFH 
was incorporated into the Strategic Plan and other 
sections of this Consolidated Plan in accordance 
with HUD guidelines.  
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Name of Plan Lead Organization 
How do the goals of your Strategic Plan 

overlap with the goals of each plan? 
2012-2017 Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS) for the 
Central Midlands Region 

Central Midlands Council of 
Governments 

Strategic projects for Richland County outlined in 
the CEDS informed the economic development 
priorities of the Strategic Plan. 

2017 Annual Plan Columbia Housing Authority (CHA) 

The 2017 Annual Plan for CHA provided 
information on public housing that was included 
throughout this Consolidated Plan and 
incorporated into Strategic Plan goals.  

Richland County Community Development 
Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 
Action Plan 

Richland County 

Information from the CDBG-DR Action Plan was 
incorporated into the Strategic Plan and other 
sections of this Consolidated Plan in accordance 
with HUD guidelines. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Southeast 
Richland Neighborhoods 

Richland County 

Information from the CDBG-DR Action Plan was 
incorporated into the Strategic Plan and other 
sections of this Consolidated Plan in accordance 
with HUD guidelines. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Broad River 
Neighborhoods 

Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 

coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 

eligible master planning goals including capital 

improvements, housing, economic development, 

community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Decker Blvd / 
Woodfield Park 

Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Candlewood Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Crane Creek Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Trenholm Acres 
/ Newcastle Neighborhoods 

Richland County 

Information from the CDBG-DR Action Plan was 
incorporated into the Strategic Plan and other 
sections of this Consolidated Plan in accordance 
with HUD guidelines. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Spring Hill Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Lower Richland Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Broad River 
Corridor 

Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 

Neighborhood Master Plan: Olympia 
(pending approval) 

Richland County 

Consolidated plan goals and projects are 
coordinated with neighborhood plans to support 
eligible master planning goals including capital 
improvements, housing, economic development, 
community access and public services. 
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Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and 

any adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the 

Consolidated Plan (91.215(l)) 

Richland County coordinates housing and community development activities with neighboring 

jurisdictions including the City of Columbia, the Columbia Housing Authority, and neighboring 

counties as well as the state of South Carolina. For this Consolidated Plan, Richland County 

invited other public entities to participate in providing input on the Consolidated Plan, including 

The COMET bus system and Columbia Housing Authority. Recent Consolidated Plans for the City 

of Columbia and the Columbia Housing Authority annual plan were consulted for this 

Consolidated Plan. Several public entities participate on the MACH, the regional Continuum of 

Care, and a fellow participant organization in MACH was interviewed as was the CHA.  

PR-15 CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation 
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting 

The stakeholder consultation and citizen input process ŦƻǊ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ tƭŀƴ 

included the following: 

Á Community meetings, including four public meetings, three stakeholder focus groups, two 

booths at public events, and one resident focus group to discuss housing and community 

development needs, held on May 8, 9, and 10, 2017. The meetings were held at different 

times of the day at accessible venues with most near public transit. Twenty-one residents 

attended the public meetings, twenty-one stakeholders attended one of the three 

stakeholder focus groups, of the people who stopped by the two booths, 33 completed 

prioritization forms and seven residents attended the resident focus group meeting. 

Á Interviews with key stakeholders included Richland County community development staff, 

planning staff, and economic development staff. Interviews were also conducted with 

members of the County Council, Housing Authority staff, and a representative of the 

Columbia/Midlands Continuum of Care for homeless services. 

Á A resident survey was conducted in electronic format to obtain direct feedback from 

Richland County residents on housing, the factors that affect housing choice, and non-

housing community needs. 

Á Outreach to select service providers was conducted to obtain feedback for targeted special 

needs populations. 

In addition to the community meetings, interviews, outreach and survey, residents and 

stakeholders in Richland County were notified through a variety of public notices and outreach 
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about the Consolidated Plan process and the opportunity to communicate their opinions about 

the priorities for housing and community development needs in the county. 

PUBLIC MEETING ADVERTISING AND OUTREACH. To encourage community participation in the 

public meetings, Richland County staff advertised the meetings through the following channels: 

Á News releases were issued on May 1 and May 8, 2017, requesting citizen input on housing 

and non-housing issues for the Consolidated Plan. The releases listed the meeting dates, 

times and locations. 

Á ¢ƘŜ ƴŜǿǎ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǊŜŀ 

newspapers, radio and television stations, school districts, local magazines, various 

chambers of commerce, and the United Way. 

Á Information regarding the housing meetings and the on-line survey has been included in the 

wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ ²ŜŜƪƭȅ wŜǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘǘŜǊΣ ŜǾŜǊȅ CǊƛŘŀȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ !ǇǊƛƭ нуΣ 

2017. This newsletter goes out to approximately 3,600 individuals, home-owners 

associations, and community groups. 

Á ! ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ w/¢±Σ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ 

TV station, since May 8, 2017.  

Á The meetings and on-ƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪ ǇŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ 

Twitter account.  

Citizen Participation Outreach 

TABLE 4 ς CITIZEN PARTICIPATION OUTREACH 

Sort 
Order 

Mode of O
utreach 

Target of  
Outreach 

Summary of 
response/attendance 

Summary of 
comments received 

Summary of comments not 
accepted and reasons 

URL (If 
applicable) 

1 Community 
Meetings 

General 
Public  

14 attendees See Appendix A. All comments were accepted. n/a 

2 Booths at 
two county 
events 

General 
Public 

61 responses See Appendix A. All comments were accepted. n/a 

3 

Focus 
groups 

Service 
providers 
and public 
housing 
residents 

28 attendees See Appendix A. All comments were accepted. n/a 

4 
Survey 

General 
Public 

237 responses See Appendix A. All comments were accepted. n/a 

5 Public 
Hearing 

General 
Public 

6 attendees See Appendix B. All comments were accepted. n/a 

6 Public 
Comment 
Period 

General 
Public 

6 comments received See Appendix B. All comments were accepted. n/a 
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3 NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

NA-05 OVERVIEW 

Needs Assessment Overview 

The Needs Assessment section of this Consolidated Plan provides an assessment of the housing 

and social service needs for various populations in Richland County. Data are provided from 

pre-populated U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) tables and 

supplemented with secondary research and input from the public participation process.  

Section NA-10 provides a general assessment of housing needs in Richland County. This is based 

on HUD data for the number of households experiencing housing problems at various income 

levels. Data are shown in categories that include small and large families and the elderly. 

Combined with estimates of the population for residents with disabilities and victims of 

domestic violence, this section provides a general look at the availability of housing for different 

groups in the county. 

Sections NA-15, NA-20, NA-25, and NA-30 refer to data showing how housing problems 

disproportionately impact racial or ethnic groups. These data are no longer displayed in the 

Consolidated Plan, but are included in the 2017 Richland County Assessment of Fair Housing 

(AFH).  

Section NA-35 concerns public housing. This section includes occupancy data for public housing 

units managed by the Columbia Housing Authority (CHA) and discusses the demand for public 

housing in Richland County. 

Section NA-40 provides an assessment of the needs of the homeless population in Richland 

County. This is based on Point-in-Time (PIT) reports from the local Continuum of Care (CoC), 

information from homeless service providers consulted during the public participation process, 

and other secondary data.  

Section NA-45 concerns individuals who are not homeless but are otherwise categorized as 

ƘŀǾƛƴƎ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎέΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŜƭŘŜǊƭȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ disabilities, victims of 

domestic violence, residents with substance abuse problems, and residents with mental health 

concerns. The specific housing needs of these residents are analyzed and discussed using 

secondary data and input received during the public participation process. 

Finally, Section NA-50 discusses the non-housing community development needs of the county. 

These include the needs for public facilities, public improvements, and public services. These 

were determined from the public participation process for this report and from the 2015 
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Comprehensive Plan for Richland County. 

NA-10 HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT - 24 CFR 91.205 (A,B,C) 

Summary of Housing Needs 

TABLE 5 ς HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DEMOGRAPHICS 

Demographics Base Year:  2000 Most Recent Year:  2015 % Change 

Population 320,677 397,899 24.1% 

Households 129,793 145,069 11.8% 

Median Income $39,961.00 $49,131 22.9% 

Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2015 ACS (Most Recent Year)  

Number of Households Table 

TABLE 6 ςTOTAL HOUSEHOLDS TABLE 

 0-30% HAMFI 
>30-50% 
HAMFI 

>50-80% 
HAMFI 

>80-100% 
HAMFI 

>100% 
HAMFI 

Total Households * 10,495 9,600 15,455 9,340 45,205 

Small Family Households * 3,525 3,915 6,249 3,830 24,320 

Large Family Households * 695 462 1,204 854 3,805 

Household contains at least one person 62-74 

years of age 
1,508 1,685 2,514 1,405 8,944 

Household contains at least one person age 75 or 

older 
828 1,110 1,310 785 2,579 

Households with one or more children 6 years 

old or younger * 
2,482 1,618 2,677 1,674 6,095 

* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI    

Data Source:  2009-2013 CHAS      

Housing Needs Summary Tables 

1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs) 

TABLE 7 ς HOUSING PROBLEMS TABLE 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Substandard 
Housing - Lacking 
complete plumbing 
or kitchen facilities 

65 85 75 10 235 74 24 35 10 143 

Severely 
Overcrowded - With 
>1.51 people per 
room (and complete 
kitchen and 
plumbing) 

55 50 15 0 120 25 0 0 0 25 

Overcrowded - With 250 103 119 50 522 40 20 35 35 130 
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 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

1.01-1.5 people per 
room (and none of 
the above problems) 
Housing cost burden 
greater than 50% of 
income (and none of 
the above problems) 

4,640 2,235 505 0 7,380 2,450 1,375 1,585 195 5,605 

Housing cost burden 
greater than 30% of 
income (and none of 
the above problems) 

295 2,295 2,995 825 6,410 580 1,115 3,104 1,840 6,639 

Zero/negative 
Income (and none of 
the above problems) 

570 0 0 0 570 493 0 0 0 493 

Data Source: 2009-2013 CHAS 

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems:  Lacks 

kitchen or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden) 

TABLE 8 ς HOUSING PROBLEMS 2 

 Renter Owner 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Having 1 or more of four 
housing problems 

5,010 2,473 705 60 8,248 2,590 1,425 1,655 240 5,910 

Having none of four 
housing problems 

965 3,200 6,120 3,110 13,395 885 2,510 6,975 5,915 16,285 

Household has negative 
income, but none of the 
other housing problems 

570 0 0 0 570 493 0 0 0 493 

Data Source: 2009-2013 CHAS 

3. COST BURDEN > 30% 

TABLE 9 ς COST BURDEN >30% 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-80% 
AMI 

Total 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-80% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Small Related 2,149 2,349 1,495 5,993 898 818 2,077 3,793 

Large Related 495 219 275 989 48 100 269 417 

Elderly 470 470 324 1,264 1,228 1,032 1,025 3,285 

Other 2,185 1,725 1,480 5,390 930 534 1,309 2,773 

Total need by 
income 

5,299 4,763 3,574 13,636 3,104 2,484 4,680 10,268 

Data Source: 2009-2013 CHAS 
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4. COST BURDEN > 50% 

TABLE 10 ς COST BURDEN > 50% 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-80% 
AMI 

Total 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-80% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Small Related 2,030 1,024 295 3,349 800 494 603 1,897 

Large Related 440 65 0 505 44 45 4 93 

Elderly 405 235 55 695 804 513 392 1,709 

Other 2,060 990 165 3,215 875 310 569 1,754 

Total need by 
income 

4,935 2,314 515 7,764 2,523 1,362 1,568 5,453 

Data Source: 2009-2013 CHAS 

5. Crowding (More than one person per room) 

TABLE 11 ς CROWDING INFORMATION- 1/2 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Single family households 235 133 119 35 522 40 20 20 20 100 

Multiple, unrelated 
family households 

70 20 15 15 120 25 4 15 15 59 

Other, non-family 
households 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total need by income 305 153 134 50 642 65 24 35 35 159 

Data Source: 2009-2013 CHAS 

TABLE 12 ς CROWDING INFORMATION - 2/2 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 
0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 

Households with 
Children Present 

        

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance. 

Many of the single person households in need of housing assistance in Richland County are 

individuals over age 62. Table 9 above shows that 3,285 elderly residents in owner-occupied 

housing experience cost burden, paying more than 30 percent of their gross household income 

on housing costs including utilities, insurance, and property taxes. Dividing this number by the 

total number of households experiencing cost burden reveals that elderly residents represent 

32 percent of all owner-occupied households experiencing cost burden. Since residents over 

age 62 represent only 14 percent of the population of Richland County according to the 2015 
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American Community Survey, elderly residents experience cost burden at a higher rate than the 

overall population. 

Other sƛƴƎƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴ ¢ŀōƭŜǎ ф ŀƴŘ млΦ 

Renter-occupied households in this category represent the largest proportion of cost burdened 

households with incomes below 30 percent of AMI, while small related family households 

represent the largest proportion of cost burdened households at the 30 to 50 percent and 50 to 

80 percent income levels. . Stakeholders interviewed during the community participation 

process agree that elderly residents face significant challenges in finding safe and affordable 

rental units. According to stakeholders, many elderly renters are looking for one-bedroom units 

which are difficult to locate and often unaffordable. Senior housing complexes also have low 

rates of turnover, which limits the availability of affordable units for those in need. Elderly 

ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƻƳŜ ǊŜǇŀƛǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ άŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜέΦ 

For some elderly homeowners, the deed to their property is not in their own name, making 

them ineligible for most home repair programs. 

Respondents to the resident survey also emphasize the importance of single-family housing. 

Most respondents (75.3 percent) live in single-family housing, although 11.0 percent live in a 

condo or apartment building with five or more units, and 9.6 percent live in a townhome, 

condo, or apartment building with two to four units. Approximately 70.4 percent of 

respondents own the place where they live. The most popular zip codes of residency are 29223 

(14.4 percent of respondents), 29203 (10.5 percent of respondents), and 29201 (9.6 percent of 

respondents). These represent the central, west-central, and western areas of Richland County, 

respectively. 

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled 

or victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking. 

According to the 2015 American Community Survey, Richland County is home to 42,490 

individuals with disabilities, representing approximately 11.4 percent of all residents. Of these, 

6,252 have a self-care difficulty (2.6 percent of all residents) and 13,225 have an independent 

living difficulty (5.5 percent of all residents). As shown in the Map below, Residents with 

Disabilities, most residents with disabilities live in the northeast and west-central areas of the 

county (around the City of Columbia) in the 29201, 29204, 29205, 29206, and 29223 zip codes. 

Some residents with disabilities also live in the northwest and southeast areas of the county, in 

zip codes 29044, 29061, and 29063. 
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RESIDENTS WITH DISABILITIES. 

 
 

According to stakeholders, families with disabilities in Richland County have a great need for 

affordable and accessible housing. Stakeholders report that landlords are often not willing to 

make reasonable accommodations or accept service animals. Stakeholders also note the need 

for wheelchair ramps, accessible doors and showers, access to public transportation, and 

supportive services. One stakeholder noted that rental subsidies may be necessary in the 

county, since many people with disabilities have incomes below 30 percent AMI and cannot 

afford housing without assistance.  

Victims of domestic violence also represent a population in need of housing assistance in 

Richland County. Data on domestic violence are difficult to track due to limited reporting - 

according to the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence an estimated 70 percent of 

domestic violence incidents go unreported. The most recent (2008-20012) South Carolina 

Department of Public Safety report on domestic violence estimated approximately 16,421 

victims of domestic violence in Richland County, 12,593 (76.7 percent) of whom are women and 

74.4 percent of whom are Black/African American. A 2010 study from the Center for Disease 

Control estimated that as many as 45.9 percent of women and 17.8 of men in South Carolina 

had been victims of domestic violence perpetrated by a partner.  

What are the most common housing problems? 

The tables above show that cost burden (spending more than 30 percent of household income 

on housing expenses) and severe cost burden (spending more than 50 percent of household 
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income on housing expenses) are the main housing problem among Richland County 

households. Combining data on both renter- and owner-occupied housing, the tables above 

indicate that a total of 37,121 (26 percent) households in Richland County experience either 

cost burden or severe cost burden and no other housing problems. This is considerably more 

than the number of households experiencing any one of the other housing problems (lacking 

complete plumbing, lacking complete kitchen facilities, overcrowded).  

Another significant housing problem in Richland County is damage from the October 2015 

flood. The county lost 1,340 housing units during the flood, and many homeowners were forced 

to find short-term rentals. This resulted in an increased demand for rental units in the housing 

market. Although the county has been allocated $30.7 million in HUD disaster recovery funds to 

help rehabilitate homes and businesses in the impacted areas, this will not fully address the 

$271.2 million in estimated damage. Even two years after the flood, many homes are still in 

need of repair, and unmet demand for flood assistance is significant. Some homes still rely on 

tarps to temporarily seal their roofs. 

The most common housing concerns among respondents to the Consolidated Plan resident 

survey are neighborhood crime (cited by 39.1 percent of respondents); bad, rude, or loud 

neighbors (cited by 28.0 percent of respondents); too much traffic (cited by 26.1 percent of 

respondents); and inability to afford home or apartment repairs (cited by 24.8 percent of 

respondents). Other common concerns are high property taxes, poor schools, and low-quality 

roads. 

Of the 70 respondents who indicated they have had difficulty finding housing, approximately 

71.6 percent say that they or someone in their household has been unable to afford a down 

payment on a home, and 50.0 percent say that they have had trouble qualifying for home 

financing because of their credit rating. Sixteen percent of these respondents say that confusing 

or complicated rental application process limited their housing. 

Respondents to the resident survey shared their beliefs about various housing issues in 

Richland County. As shown in the table below, approximately 44.4 of respondents believe 

Richland County does not have enough affordable rental units, and 39.0 percent believe 

Richland County does not have enough affordable homes for sale.  
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RESPONDENT BELIEFS ABOUT HOUSING ISSUES IN RICHLAND COUNTY 

Do you agree that Richland County has: 
Definitely 

Agree (Not a 
Problem) 

Agree 
(Minor 

Problem) 

Disagree 
(Major 

Problem) 

$ÏÎȭÔ 
Know 

Enough different housing types 17.0% 37.6% 27.8% 17.5% 

Enough affordable homes for sale 11.8% 28.2% 39.0% 21.0% 

Enough affordable rental units 7.7% 20.9% 44.4% 27.0% 

Enough subsidized/assisted housing 11.3% 13.8% 31.8% 43.1% 

Enough housing for people with disabilities  6.1% 11.7% 30.6% 51.5% 

Enough housing for the elderly 6.2% 19.6% 34.0% 40.2% 

Enough quality housing 11.3% 34.9% 31.3% 22.6% 

Enough occupied housing (not too much 
vacant/abandoned housing) 

8.8% 38.1% 24.7% 28.4% 

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems? 

Based on data in Table 8, for both renter- and owner-occupied housing, households with low 

incomes are more affected by these problems. Approximately 72.3 percent of households at 0 

to 30 percent AMI and 40.6 percent of households at 30 to 50 percent AMI experience one of 

the four housing problems. By contrast, only 3.2 percent of individuals at 80 to 100 percent AMI 

experience one of the four problems. 

During the 2015 flood, according to the Community Development Block Grant- Disaster 

Recovery (CDBG-DR) Action Plan for Richland County, more single-family homes were damaged 

than other housing types. Single family homes make up 64 percent of the overall housing stock 

in the county, yet they made up 85.9 percent of homes damaged in the floodplain. The highest 

damages occurred in zip codes 29206, 29205, 29209, and 29203, representing the City of 

Columbia and areas south of the city. An estimated 38.1 percent of homes damaged in the 

floodplain were within areas in which the majority of households are below 80 percent AMI. 

According to stakeholders, low-income households in Richland County do not have access to 

high-quality housing. Many residents report that the affordable units are in lower-income 

neighborhoods where crime is higher, schools are less desirable, roads are in need of repair, 

amenities are fewer, and landlords are less willing to make repairs. Homeowners expressed 

concern that the concentration of affordable housing in lower-income areas is bringing 

property values down and contributing to the deterioration of neighborhoods. 
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Describe the characteristics and needs of Low-income individuals and families with 

children (especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at 

imminent risk of either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 

91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the needs of formerly homeless families and 

individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing assistance and are nearing the 

termination of that assistance 

A homeless service representative in Richland County noted in an interview that job insecurity, 

substance abuse, domestic violence, unemployment, low wages, behavioral health issues, 

divorce, and physical health are among the characteristics of populations at risk of residing in 

shelters or becoming unsheltered. The representative also said that formerly homeless 

households who receive re-housing assistance need child care, transportation, education and 

vocational training, life skills (including budgeting) training, career readiness, parenting classes, 

livable wages, affordable housing, substance abuse treatment, mental and physical health care, 

and better schools for their children. 

Transitions, a program operated by the Midlands Housing Alliance, provides supportive 

programs and services to help homeless individuals and families move into permanent housing 

in Richland County. Since June 2011, Transitions moved 1,745 clients into permanent housing 

and engaged nearly 6,000 clients in additional counseling and life skills classes.  

Homeless No More also provides transitional housing in Richland County. Located on 2400 

Waites Road in the City of Columbia, Homeless No More is a 30-home community that provides 

two-bedroom units to qualifying families in need of emergency assistance. Families in the 

Homeless No More program pay subsidized rent and receive case management assistance and 

life skill classes. Each family must complete an assessment every three months to track progress 

in the program. 

A 2015 study of homelessness from the University of South Carolina looked at data on 

homelessness from 2004 to 2015 and determined that Richland County is still in need of 

transitional housing. The study noted that in recent years, HUD seems to have shifted priorities 

and resources away from transitional housing and toward permanent housing. However, the 

study also pointed out that transitional housing services in Richland County have achieved 

positive outcomes including increasing housing stability and independence after leaving 

transitional housing units.  

From 2009 to 2012, Richland County operated the Homelessness Prevention Fund to provide 

financial assistance and services to prevent individuals and families from becoming homeless 

and help those experiencing homelessness be quickly re-housed and stabilized.  
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The funds under this program, which have now all been expended, were intended to target 

individuals and families who would be homeless but for this assistance. Expanding rapid re-

housing efforts would likely be very effective in addressing homelessness, as according to a 

2008 HUD Family Options Study, nearly 85 percent of national rapid re-housing participants 

ŜȄƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ  

The Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness also found that 95 percent of families who 

exited rapid re-housing programs in 2010 had not returned to emergency shelter three years 

later.  

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a 

description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used 

to generate the estimates: 

Calculating the number of at-risk persons and families is difficult, but experience has shown 

that the number of cases in the county is significant and that current resources and programs 

are stretched very thin. For Richland County, being at-risk is defined as when an individual or 

family faces immediate eviction and cannot identify another residence or shelter. This 

population is typically divided into seven categories: 1) families at-risk, 2) domestic violence 

victims, 3) youth, 4) persons with mental illness, 5) persons with alcohol and substance abuse 

problems, 6) persons with health problems, and 7) ex-offenders that are re-entering society. 

These groups live on the edge of homelessness constantly, as one minor emergency, 

unexpected bill, or temporary loss of employment can create a situation in which the mortgage 

or the rent cannot be paid and eviction or foreclosure can occur. Estimates of this population 

cannot be provided directly, but an examination of the data on overcrowding and cost-

burdened households provides some insight into the extent of the problem.  

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an 

increased risk of homelessness 

According to the homeless service representative, groups who are at-risk of homelessness are 

families residing in motels, veterans (10.9 percent of the population), residents with mental 

illness (18.1 percent of the population), and people living in encampments. The representative 

stated that characteristics linked to instability and increased risk of homelessness are living in 

substandard housing, living in affordable housing, living in a poor neighborhood or a 

neighborhoods with a high crime rate, and working at a job that is unstable or pays less than 

the living wage. The living wage for one adult in Richland County is $10.47 per hour according 

to the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Living Wage Calculator.  
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During the public participation process, focus group participants noted that a disproportionate 

number of the mental health institutions and correctional facilities in the state of South 

Carolina are concentrated in or near Richland County. Individuals who are discharged from 

these facilities are in need of housing and support services and may be at an increased risk of 

homelessness. 

Discussion 

As shown in Table 5, the population of Richland County has grown since 2000. The population 

has also aged over this period, with residents over 62 growing from 11.6 percent of the 

population in 2000 to 14 percent of the population in 2015, according to the U.S. Census 

Bureau. As a new generation of residents ages in Richland County, demand for specialized 

senior housing will continue to rise. Residents who are elderly often have difficulty finding one-

bedroom units, and at least 1,264 elderly households experience cost burden in Richland 

County. 

Cost burden and severe cost burden are the biggest housing problems for Richland County 

residents, as 18 percent of households experience either cost burden or severe cost burden and 

no other HUD housing problems. Responses to the Consolidated Plan resident survey also 

indicate that many residents have problems with crime, undesirable neighbors, and too much 

traffic. Approximately 44.3 percent of respondents believe Richland County does not have 

enough affordable rental units, and 39.0 percent believe Richland County does not have 

enough affordable units for sale.  

The county also faces unique challenges in the wake of damage from the October 2015 flood. 

Destruction from the flooding caused an estimated $271,206,792 in housing damage and 

prompted a federal disaster declaration for South Carolina on October 5, 2015. The county 

initially received $77,094,925.06 in disaster recovery assistance, including the initial allocation 

of $23,516,000 in CDBG-DR (disaster recovery) funds, leaving $194,111,866.94 remaining in 

unmet need. The county was allocated an additional $7,256,000 in CDBG-DR funding in May 

2017. 

Two groups that require housing assistance in Richland County are residents with disabilities 

and victims of domestic violence. Residents with disabilities frequently have difficulty finding 

housing with accessibility modifications, especially if their incomes are less than 30 percent 

AMI. Victims of domestic violence can also experience difficulty finding housing due to 

economic abuse (not having access to family finances, being prohibited from working, or having 

credit scores damaged by the abuser) or because of a limited options in available housing due 

to safety or confidentiality needs, according to a 2014 study from the National Network to End 

Domestic Violence.  
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Residents with disabilities are at a high risk for homelessness, particularly residents with 

cognitive difficulty, who may be unable to gain employment or access services, or residents 

with conditions that require significant medical expenses. Victims of domestic violence are also 

at high risk; according to the National Network to End Domestic Violence, an estimated 92 

percent of homeless women have reported experiencing severe physical or sexual violence at 

some point in their lives. Other factors that increase the risk of homelessness in Richland 

County are substance abuse, unemployment, low income, behavioral health issues, and 

divorce.  

NA-15, NA-20, NA-25, AND NA-30 DISPROPORTIONATELY GREATER NEED 

These sections are no longer included in the Consolidated Plan. For a full discussion of 

disproportionately greater need in the county, please refer to the 2017 Richland County AFH. 

NA-35 PUBLIC HOUSING ς 91.205(B) 

Introduction 

This section provides an overview of public housing in Richland County. The data in the tables 

below are pre-populated by HUD. 

Public housing in Richland County is managed by the Columbia Housing Authority (CHA). The 

housing authority has been in operation since 1934 and is located at 1917 Harden Street in the 

City of Columbia. The housing authority manages 31 public housing developments throughout 

the county that range from a single unit to 449 units in size. Three publicly supported housing 

developments are located in unincorporated areas of Richland County. These developments 

include 25 units managed by CHA on Archie Drive, mostly reserved for the elderly under Section 

202 and, and 132 units not managed by CHA, including 100 S8NC units at Richland Village and 

32 units in the J William Pitts Apartments. 

Approximately 55 percent of units are funded by Section 8 (providing subsidies to landlords of 

project-based complexes directly) or other HUD funding; 28 percent are assisted living and 3 

percent are specifically for elderly residents.  

Demand for public housing is high in Richland County, and the Section 8 housing waiting list has 

been closed for many years. One April 2016 homelessness study from the University of South 

Carolina estimated that the waiting list would not be opened until 2019 or 2020. The list was 

reopened briefly between July 21st and 22nd of 2016, and according to a representative from 

CHA, within 27 hours, the housing authority received 31,266 applications. Assuming each 

application represents a different household in Richland County, this is approximately 21.5 

percent of all households in the county.  
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Totals in Use 

TABLE 22 ς PUBLIC HOUSING BY PROGRAM TYPE 

Program Type 
 Certificate Mod-

Rehab 
Public 

Housing 
Vouchers 

 
 
 
 

Total Project -
based 

Tenant -
based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 
Program 

Disabled* 

# of units 
vouchers in 
use 

0 76 2,200 3,792 146 3,646 414 0 67 

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition  

Data Source: Columbia Housing Authority 

Characteristics of Residents 

TABLE 24 ς CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS BY PROGRAM TYPE 

Program Type 

 Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

 

Vouchers 
Total Project -

based 
Tenant -
based 

 

Special Purpose Voucher 
Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 
Program 

Average Annual 
Income 

0 6,365 11,914 10,762 0 10,627 9,505 0 

Average length of 
stay 

0 5 6 6 0 6 1 0 

Average Household 
size 

0 1 2 2 0 2 1 0 

# Homeless at 
admission 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of Elderly Program 
Participants (>62) 

0 9 353 269 0 251 2 0 

# of Disabled Families 0 13 330 544 0 475 9 0 
# of Families 
requesting 
accessibility features 

0 103 2,040 3,153 0 3,024 20 0 

# of HIV/AIDS 
program participants 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of DV victims 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center) 
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Race of Residents 

TABLE 25 ς RACE OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS BY PROGRAM TYPE 

Program Type 

Race Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

 
 
 
 

Total Project 
-based 

Tenant 
-based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 
Program 

Disabled*  

White 0 2 42 114 0 104 2 0 5 

Black/African 
American 

0 101 1,992 3,036 0 2,917 18 0 62 

Asian 0 0 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 

American 
Indian/Alaska 
Native 

0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition  

Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center) 

Ethnicity of Residents 

TABLE 26 ς ETHNICITY OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS BY PROGRAM TYPE 

Program Type 

Ethnicity Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

 
 
 
 

Total Project -
based 

Tenant -
based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 
Program 

Disabled* 

Hispanic 0 0 15 25 0 23 0 0 0 

Not Hispanic 0 103 2,025 3,128 0 3,001 20 0 67 

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition 

Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center) 
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Section 504 Needs Assessment:  Describe the needs of public housing tenants and 

applicants on the waiting list for accessible units: 

The tables above indicate that disabled families represent 16.2 percent of all public housing 

occupants and 17.3 percent of all voucher recipients. Elderly program participants, or residents 

over 62, represent 17.3 percent of all public housing occupants and 8.5 percent of all voucher 

recipients. These groups are not mutually exclusive, and it is likely that a number of elderly 

residents also have disabilities. Table 24 shows that, according to pre-populated data from the 

Public and Indian Housing Information Center (PIC), all families in publicly assisted housing 

request accessibility features.  

According to the 2015 American Community Survey, 42,490 individuals with disabilities 

(individuals who have difficulty with hearing, vision, cognition, walking, self-care, or 

independent living) live in Richland County, representing approximately 12 percent of the 

population. This rate is slightly higher among Black/African American residents, of whom 

approximately 14.7 percent have a disability. Comparing these numbers to the information 

above shows that public housing units in unincorporated areas of Richland County, in which 

16.2 percent of residents have a disability, have a slightly higher proportion of disabled 

residents than the county as a whole.  

Looking similarly at the elderly population, the 2015 American Community Survey indicates that 

14 percent of all residents are 62 years or older. This suggests that public housing units have a 

higher proportion of elderly residents (17.3 percent) than the county as a whole, although the 

voucher program has a lower proportion of elderly residents (8.5 percent). 

Most immediate needs of residents of Public Housing and Housing Choice voucher holders: 

According to a representative from the CHA, the most immediate needs of residents of public 

housing or the housing choice voucher program are affordability, neighborhood safety, and 

accessibility to bus lines. The map of Publicly Supported Housing units shows the location of 

publicly supported housing units in the county. Most units are located in the City of Columbia, 

in the east-central area of Richland County. These are also the areas with the highest 

concentration of housing choice voucher recipients, represented on the map as the darker 

shaded regions. 
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PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING UNITS  

 

According to the 2015 American Community Survey, the median household income in the City 

of Columbia ($41,260) is lower than the median household income for Richland County as a 

whole ($49,131). The City of Columbia also has a higher proportion of households earning less 

than $35,000 (43.7 percent) than the county (36.3 percent). This shows that low- and 

moderate-income households are more concentrated in the city than in the rest of Richland 

County. However, the limited availability of publicly supported housing outside of the City of 

Columbia, where there are only 3 developments and 157 units, suggests that public housing 

units are needed throughout the county. 

In a focus group held at CHA, residents of public housing were asked to discuss their current 

housing situation. Most residents said that their housing met their basic needs, but that they 

have difficulty with transportation due to the limitations of bus routes. Residents also said that 

they feel safe in their housing complex, but that the areas around the complex are not, 

especially at night. They suggested more places around the complex where children can play 

ǎŀŦŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ άǎǘŀȅ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜέΦ 

Inspection scores from the HUD Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC), a federal entity that 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ ƛƴ I¦5Ωǎ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛo, indicate that public housing in 

Richland County is in acceptable condition, receiving an average score above 60 out of 100. For 

developments within the Columbia city limits, the average score the condition of public housing 

is 89 out of 100. For public housing developments in the remainder of Richland County, the 

average inspection score is 89.5 DƻƴȊŀƭŜǎ DŀǊŘŜƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΣ ƛǎ 

scheduled for demolition in 2017, which required all 280 families living in the complex to be 
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relocated. Section 8 vouchers were provided to 175 of the families, and 105 of the families 

moved to other public housing units. Another development, Allen Benedict Court, is also 

scheduled for demolition in the near future. 

How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large? 

During the community participation process for this report, residents and stakeholders in 

Richland County indicated that their greatest housing needs are affordable housing, 

rehabilitation, and rental assistance. Most concerns focused on the 29203 zip code in 

downtown Columbia, an area that is shown in Map of Publicly Supported Housing Units to 

include many publicly supported housing units and a high a concentration of voucher units.  

The county has a significant need for rehabilitation and replacement of housing units damaged 

in the October 2015 flood. According to an analysis from the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA), damage to structures in the flood area for low- and moderate-income 

households totaled $21,172,964.93 and accounted for 67 percent of the total damages to 

homes in the area. Total damage assessments from FEMA estimated approximately $18 million 

in real property loss and $4 million in personal property loss. An estimated 152 public housing 

units were damaged in the flood. The county determined that of the 5,315 homes with rebuild 

needs, 1,130 are located within the City of Columbia, and 4,185 are located in other areas of 

Richland County. 

When asked to compare the population in publicly supported housing to the population in 

Richland County at large, a representative from CHA said the needs for the population in 

publicly supported housing are similar, but with a greater emphasis on the need for public 

transportation. According to residents, the existing public transportation system does not reach 

some parts of the county such as the 29223 and 29229 zip codes and other, more industrial 

areas, which can make it difficult to access job opportunities. Additional background on public 

transportation in Richland County is provided in appendix C.  

Discussion: 

Over 5,000 residents benefit from public housing in Richland County, either living in units 

managed by CHA or receiving assistance through the Section 8 voucher program. Almost all 

public housing residents (97.6 percent) are Black/African American, and many (17.3 percent) 

are elderly or over age 62.  

Residents with disabilities, or residents who have difficulty with hearing, vision, cognition, 

walking, self-care, or independent living, make up 16.2 percent of the population in public 

housing units and 17.3 percent of the population receiving Section 8 vouchers.  
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This is a higher proportion than in the county overall, in which residents with disabilities make 

up 11.4 percent of the population. 

The limited availability of public housing units does not match the need for affordable housing. 

That CHA received over 31,000 applications for public housing units in just two days in July 2016 

demonstrates the overwhelming demand. According to the 2016 homelessness study from the 

University of South Carolina, public housing in Richland County has an estimated deficit of 

15,700 units, although the number of applications received in July 2016 shows that this number 

is likely a very low estimate. 

The demand for public housing in Richland County is not a completely isolated need. The 

limited availability of affordable units countywide requires residents at lower income levels to 

compete for units with residents at higher levels of income, which may be a reason that so 

many low-income residents are interested in receiving public assistance. The October 2015 

flood also had an impact on both supply and demand for public housing, as 152 public housing 

units were damaged in the flood, and 5,315 homes were damaged or lost. 

NA-40 HOMELESS NEEDS ASSESSMENT - 91.205 (C) 

Introduction: 

The Midlands Area Consortium for the Homeless (MACH) conducts an annual PIT survey, which 

is a physical count of people experiencing homelessness on a specified day in January. This 

census of individuals and families experiencing homelessness is required by HUD for all CoC 

providers.  

Although this survey is conducted for the entire 14-county Midlands region of South Carolina, 

data are also provided individually for the population of Richland County. 

The PIT survey results are limited because they are a snapshot of homelessness on one given 

day; the actual homeless population in Richland County may be much larger. The figure below 

shows observed PIT counts in Richland County from 2007 to 2014. The PIT survey from 2016 

counted 876 total individuals experiencing homelessness in Richland County. These individuals 

make up approximately 17 percent of the total homeless population of the state, and residents 

of Richland County experience homelessness at a rate of 21.53 per 100,000 population. 
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RICHLAND COUNTY PIT COUNTS, 2007-2014. 

 

If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting 

homelessness each year," and "number of days that persons experience homelessness," 

describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically 

homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and 

unaccompanied youth): 

The 2016 PIT count found 311 individuals experiencing chronic homelessness in the Midlands 

region. Although this was an increase from 2015, the PIT report notes that this may be due to 

the implementation of the Vulnerability Index-Service Prioritization and Decision Assistance 

Tool (VI-SPDAT), a tool developed by Community Solutions and OrgCode Consulting that meets 

HUD criteria for chronic homelessness prioritization outlined in Notice CPD-14-012. The VI-

SPDAT asks each participant a series of questions about their personal history in order to 

prioritize the most vulnerable individuals, including the chronically homeless and domestic 

violence victims, for appropriate assistance at homeless service providers. According to the PIT 

report, because the tool allows for a more accurate identification of people with extended 

experiences of homelessness, increased estimates of the chronically homeless population may 

have been due to improvements in identification, rather than actual increases in the 

population. 

A 2016 study on homelessness conducted by the University of South Carolina looked specifically 

at families experiencing homelessness in Richland County from 2004 to 2015. Categorizing 

ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Řŀǘŀ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ άhƴŜ 

.ǊƛŜŦ /ǊƛǎƛǎέΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǘƛƳŜ over the entire period. Many also 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ά¢ǿƻ /ǊƛǎŜǎέΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘǿƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 

ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ƻǊ ά9ȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘέΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƻƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ 

(on average 507 days). Other categories ǿŜǊŜ ά[ƻƴƎ-¢ŜǊƳ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘέΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ 
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ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ǘǿƻ ǘƛƳŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ άtŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ LƴǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ 

using homeless services multiple times over the study period. These proportions are shown in 

the figure below. 

Types of Family Homelessness in Richland County, 2004-2015. 

 

Unaccompanied youth make up approximately 13 percent of the homeless population in the 

Midlands region, with 174 counted in the 2016 PIT report. Many of these youth reside in the 

Epworth /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ IƻƳŜΣ ŀ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ϷффΣруу ƛƴ /5.D ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ 

Richland County in FY 2017-нлмуΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴ tŀƭƳŜǘǘƻ tƭŀŎŜΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩs shelter 

located in Columbia. The figure below shows the number of students identified as homeless in 

each of the two Richland County school districts from 2009 to 2015. Although Richland two is 

the larger district, Richland one had more than twice the number of homeless students 

throughout the period. Zoning maps indicate that schools in Richland one are mostly in the 

southern half of the county and schools in Richland two are mostly in the northern half. 
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STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS HOMELESS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT, 2009-2015. 

 

Nature and Extent of Homelessness:  (Optional) 

These data are not available for Richland County specifically, as the 2016 PIT report only 

provides race and ethnicity data for the entire Midlands region. 

Race: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional) 

   

Ethnicity: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional) 

   

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with 

children and the families of veterans. 

Families with children make up 31.0 percent of all households in Richland County, according to 

the 2015 American Community Survey. These families represent a higher concentration of 

renter-occupied households (32.9 percent) than of owner-occupied households (29.7 percent). 

Approximately 19.2 percent of all families with children in Richland County have household 

incomes below the poverty line. 

The 2016 PIT count found that 82 families with children were experiencing homelessness in 

Richland County. Of these, 79 were sheltered and 3 were unsheltered. 

According to the 2015 American Community Survey, 32,491 veterans live in Richland County, 

representing approximately 10.9 percent of all residents. The 2016 PIT report for the Midlands 

region counted a total of 224 veterans experiencing homelessness. Of these, 182 were 

sheltered and 42 were unsheltered.  

Columbia Housing Authority administers HUD-funded Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing 

Vouchers that provide housing to chronically homeless veterans in need of permanent 
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supportive housing. MACH also maintains an ongoing partnership with the local Veterans 

Affairs office, conducting outreach to connect veterans to housing, healthcare, job training, and 

counseling for post-traumatic stress disorder.  

Active military members are also a large part of the Richland County population, as the county 

is home to a U.S. Army installation (Fort Jackson), an Army and National Guard Training Center 

(McCrady Training Center), and a military airport (McEntire Joint National Guard Base). Because 

of the large number of military programs in the area, the City of Columbia often refers to itself 

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άƳƻǎǘ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀέΦ 

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group. 

The 2016 PIT survey found that in the 14-county Midlands region, 65 percent of all individuals 

experiencing homelessness were Black/African American, 31 percent were White, and 2 

percent were Hispanic/Latino. Although the data are not available by county, Richland County 

represents the largest of the 14 counties in the region. 

The 2016 homelessness study from the University of South Carolina also analyzed data from 

homeless service providers in Richland County from 2004 to October 2015. The study found 

that of all homeless families served, approximately two-thirds of family members were female 

and more than 80 percent identified as Black/African American. The average size of the family 

was 2.9 persons and approximately one-third of adults did not have a high school degree or 

equivalent. 

Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness. 

According to the 2016 PIT report, of the 876 people experiencing homelessness in Richland 

County, 678 (77 percent) were sheltered and 199 (27 percent) were unsheltered. In the entire 

Midlands region, of those sheltered, 64.9 percent were Black/African American, 30.6 percent 

were White, and 2.3 percent were Hispanic, and of those unsheltered, 66.4 percent were 

Black/African American, 31.9 percent were White, and 1.2 percent were Hispanic/Latino. 

Numbers for sheltered individuals were extracted from the Homeless Management Information 

System (HMIS) and supplemented by responses to written surveys from housing providers. 

Numbers for unsheltered individuals were counted using street outreach workers to canvass 

known unsheltered locations. 

Discussion: 

Annual PIT reports indicate that the number of individuals experiencing homelessness in the 

Midlands region has increased in recent years. The 2014 PIT report counted 1,014 individuals 

experiencing homelessness, while the most recent 2016 PIT report counted 1,350 individuals.  
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Approximately three-fourths of the individuals from the most recent report were counted as 

sheltered homeless. 

aƻǎǘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ƛƴ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ άhƴŜ .ǊƛŜŦ /ǊƛǎƛǎέΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ 

homeless services only once. Other populations use these services more frequently, including 

the chronically homeless and unaccompanied youth. The 2016 PIT report counted 311 

chronically homeless individuals in the Midlands region, and a count of homelessness at the 

two public school districts in Richland County found 1,617 students were homeless during the 

2014-2015 school year. Families, unaccompanied youth, domestic violence survivors, and 

veterans represent the populations most in need of homeless assistance. 

The severe damage to housing stock from the floods of October 2015 created additional 

challenges for currently homeless populations and those at-risk of homelessness. Richland 

County will not be assisting homelessness directly through CDBG-DR funding. Due to limited 

resources and results of the unmet needs assessment, Richland County is prioritizing housing 

resources for the rehabilitation of single family homes and small rental properties. Richland 

County will continue to address homeless needs in the county through support for existing 

homeless programs and homeless housing facilities. 

During the public participation process for this report, stakeholders and residents were asked 

about homelessness in Richland County. Stakeholders said that service providers, including 

Homeless No MoreΣ {ǘΦ [ŀǿǊŜƴŎŜ tƭŀŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻōȅΩǎ tƭŀŎŜΣ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ 

priorities outlined in the CoC plan. Residents also cited specific needs for veteran populations 

including affordable housing, employment, behavioral health services, transportation, 

substance abuse treatment, and assistance with obtaining Veterans Administration benefits. 

Residents noted that veterans comprise a large percentage of the street homeless populations 

and often reside in encampments in the rural areas of the county. Among respondents to the 

resident survey, 12.0 percent say they currently use homeless facilities, and 88.0 percent 

believe they are needed but not currently available. 

NA-45 NON-HOMELESS SPECIAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT - 91.205 (B,D) 

Introduction:  

This section provides an overview of the housing needs of non-homeless special needs 

populations in Richland County. These populations include residents who are elderly, residents 

with disabilities, victims of domestic violence, and residents with substance abuse problems. 

These populations have special housing needs that deserve particular attention. For example, 

elderly residents and residents with disabilities often require specific housing accommodations 

that limit their affordable housing options. Victims of domestic violence and residents with 
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substance abuse problems also experience personal challenges that can make it difficult to find 

and maintain housing. 

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community: 

ELDERLY. The 2015 American Community Survey indicates that 14 percent of all residents are 62 

years or older. Approximately 8.5 percent of residents age 65 and older are below the poverty 

level. Stakeholders consulted during the public participation process say that elderly residents 

need reliable transportation and proximity to supportive services. Stakeholders note that senior 

housing is being developed in the 29223 and 29229 zip codes, which are mostly outside of 

Columbia city limits and not accessible by public transportation. 

DISABILITIES. According to the 2015 American Community Survey, 42,490 individuals with 

disabilities live in Richland County, representing approximately 12 percent of the population. 

This rate is slightly higher among Black/African American residents, of whom approximately 

14.7 percent have a disability.  

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE. A 2008-20012 study from the Department of Public Safety estimated that 

16,421 people were victims of domestic violence in Richland County. The National Intimate 

Partner and Sexual Violence Survey conducted by the Centers for Disease Control in 2010 

estimated that 41.5 percent of women and 17.4 percent of men in South Carolina had been 

victims of domestic violence by a partner. Data on the number of homeless victims of domestic 

violence were considered unreliable for the 2016 PIT report due to errors and omissions during 

collection. 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE. The 2015 National Survey on Drug Use and Health estimated that seven 

percent of all Richland County residents have potential alcohol addiction. According to the 2016 

PIT survey for the 14-county Midlands region, individuals with substance abuse problems also 

represent 20 percent of the total homeless population in the region. This is an increase from 

the 12 percent of individuals reported in 2015. In 2015, the Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

Services Administration (SAMHSA) identified approximately 235,000 individuals with an alcohol 

use disorder in the state of South Carolina.  

MENTAL HEALTH. According to the 2015 National Survey on Drug Use and Health, 18.1 percent 

of Richland County residents suffer from a mental illness, and 4.0 percent suffer from severe 

mental illness. In 2015, the SAMHSA identified approximately 631,000 adults with any mental 

illness in the state of South Carolina. 
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What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are 

these needs determined?    

ELDERLY. Private senior living communities in Richland County include Carolina Gardens, The 

Crossings, Oxleaf Village, and Palmetto Gardens. Residents express that these communities can 

be somewhat segregated, with clear groupings along income levels. Stakeholders also mention 

that many elderly women, particularly women who are widows, live in substandard housing 

that they own but cannot afford to repair. 

In addition to residents in senior living communities, many residents in Richland County choose 

to age in place. Although senior residents who age in place often require in-home care and 

additional services, aging in place is on average a less expensive option, as discussed by HUD in 

a 2013 article in its quarterly Evidence Matters publication. However, according to residents 

involved in the public participation process, aging in place can be difficult in Richland County 

because of the limited availability of transportation and supportive services. 

DISABILITY. Stakeholders mention that it can be difficult for residents with disabilities to find 

housing in Richland County that is accessible and compliant with the Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA). Stakeholders also indicate that community care homes for residents with disabilities 

is needed. One stakeholder believes that having housing for elderly residents and residents 

with disabilities together is not a good mix, as the residents with disabilities tend to be much 

younger. 

In the resident survey distributed during the public participation process, participants were 

asked questions about their disability status and needs for accessibility modification. Of the 188 

respondents who answered those questions, 20.7 percent say that they or a member of their 

household has a disability of some type. Among these respondents, 38.5 percent say their 

house or apartment requires accessibility modifications, mentioning the need for stair rails and 

updated bathrooms. 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE. Sistercare, the largest service provider for domestic violence victims in the 

area, provides three emergency shelters in Richland County and neighboring Lexington County. 

These include 63 total beds, with 9 beds funded by the Department of Justice (DOJ) Office on 

Violence Against Women. In 2016, Sistercare provided shelter to 331 adults and 179 children 

and served a total of 7,796 through community programs. Individuals who may be victims of 

domestic violence are screened at homelessness shelters using the Vulnerability Index-Service 

Prioritization and Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) and referred to Sistercare as necessary. 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE. Organizations providing substance abuse services in Richland County include 

the Columbia Area Mental Health Center, the Crossroads Treatment Center, the Mental Illness 

Recovery Center, and the Palmetto Health Alliance. Stakeholders report the need for more 
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substance abuse and addiction services in Richland County, including both outpatient and 

inpatient services. Stakeholders also mention that a recent decrease in state funding for 

physical and mental health services has made it challenging for residents to receive assistance. 

MENTAL HEALTH. Residents of Richland County are able to access mental health services through 

the Columbia Area Mental Health Center and Palmetto Health Behavioral Care. During the 

public participation process, focus group participants noted that a disproportionate number of 

the mental health institutions and correctional facilities in the state of South Carolina are 

concentrated in or near Richland County. Individuals who are discharged from these facilities 

are in need of housing and support services, which are not sufficiently available. 

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families 

within the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:  

Although Richland County does not receive funding through the Housing Opportunities for 

Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) program, organizations such as the South Carolina HIV/AIDS 

/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣ tŀƭƳŜǘǘƻ !L5{ [ƛŦŜ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ [ŀǘƛƴƻǎ /ƻƴǘǊŀ 

SIDA (Latinos Against AIDS) provide social services for residents affected by HIV/AIDS. CHA also 

receives HOPWA funds for permanent supportive housing units for individuals living with 

HIV/AIDS who are chronically homeless. According to a report from the South Carolina 

Department of Health and Environmental Control, in 2015 Richland County had 1,658 cases of 

AIDS out of 2,958 people infected by HIV. The 2016 PIT report for the Midlands region found 

that two percent of all people experiencing homelessness in the region had HIV or AIDS or 

related diseases. 

Discussion: 

Special needs populations in Richland County include the elderly, people with disabilities, 

domestic violence victims, individuals with substance use disorders and mental health issues, 

and individuals living with HIV/AIDS. Each has unique housing needs and each group faces 

barriers in finding housing, especially housing that will meet their specific needs. 

Elderly residents in Richland County are a large and growing population and require housing 

that is close to transportation and public services. Many elderly own their housing (according to 

the 2015 American Community Survey, 84.4 percent of Richland County residents over 65 live 

in owner-occupied housing), and these units are often in need of maintenance and repairs. 

Elderly residents also have the option of living in public housing alongside residents with 

disabilities, although as noted above, at least one stakeholder believes that this can create a 

less than ideal living environment.  
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Residents with disabilities also have specific accessibility needs. These residents have particular 

ADA compliance needs, such as wheelchair accessibility and accessible parking that many 

Richland County housing units do not satisfy. Respondents to the resident survey also 

mentioned the need for stair rails and bathroom improvements. 

The population of domestic violence victims is difficult to measure, but victims are often in 

great need of specific housing assistance. These individuals may been subject to economic 

abuse (not having access to family finances, being prohibited from working, or having credit 

scores damaged by the abuser) or have limited options in available housing due to safety or 

confidentiality needs. Victims of domestic violence also often require counseling and other 

supportive services. Individuals escaping domestic violence can find relief in emergency 

shelters, including Sistercare, throughout the county.  

Individuals with substance abuse problems, which place them at higher risk of homelessness 

and other housing issues, are also a significant special needs population. The 2015 National 

Survey on Drug Use and Health estimated that residents with potential alcohol addiction make 

up seven percent of the Richland County population, and the 2016 PIT report estimated that 

individuals with substance abuse problems represent 20 percent of the total homeless 

population in the region. 

The 2015 National Survey on Drug Use and Health also indicates many individuals in Richland 

County experience mental illness, estimated to affect 18.1 percent of residents, and severe 

mental illness, estimated to affect 4.0 percent of residents. These residents often have 

behavioral problems that may make it difficult to find housing and employment. Although 

individuals with mental illness can access services through mental health institutions and 

correctional facilities, as well as service providers such as Columbia Area Mental Health Center 

and Palmetto Health Behavioral Care, these individuals may have difficulty finding housing 

upon discharge from services. 

NA-50 NON-HOUSING COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT NEEDS ς 91.215 (F) 

DescrƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ CŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΥ 

The 2015 Comprehensive Plan for Richland County outlined several public facility needs. These 

include higher residential densities in priority development areas, more mixed-use 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ άŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ of pedestrian, bicycle, and traffic-ŎŀƭƳƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎŎŀǇŜǎέΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 

needs are part of a larger goal outlined in the Comprehensive Plan of creating new land use 

policies, such as removing regulatory barriers and providing incentives for development in the 

central and northeast areas of the county, to adapt to the needs of the growing and aging 

population of Richland County.  
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The table below shows the facilities and services used and needed by respondents to the 

Richland County Consolidated Plan resident survey. Of the choices provided, the services 

currently most used by respondents are general neighborhood services and community spaces, 

youth services for youth 12 and under, and transportation services. The facilities and services 

that are needed most but are not currently available are homeless facilities, treatment facilities, 

low-cost health care, and youth services for youth ages 13 to 19. 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Facility/Service Currently use 
Needed, but not 

currently available 

Senior Centers 25.0% 75.0% 

Supportive housing services  19.4% 80.6% 

Homeless facilities  12.0% 88.0% 

Youth services  21.6% 78.4% 

         Youth 12 and under 31.4% 68.6% 

         Youth ages 13 to 19 17.1% 82.9% 

Treatment facilities  12.0% 88.0% 

Low cost healthcare  15.2% 84.8% 

Mental healthcare 28.6% 71.4% 

Transportation  31.4% 68.6% 

General neighborhood services or 
community spaces  

59.6% 40.4% 

Stakeholders in Richland County express that they would like to see more well-maintained 

parks in low-income areas. Residents also mention that they would like to see more medical 

services and grocery stores in low-income areas. Parks or recreation areas are proposed in 

seven of the nine neighborhood master plans adopted by the Richland County Economic 

Development Department.  

The plans for Southeast Richland and Crane Creek call for the creation of scattered 

neighborhood pocket parks; plans for the Broad River neighborhoods, Broad River Corridor, and 

Trenholm Acres/ New Castle identify one or more specific sites for new public parks; and the 

plan for Lower Richland proposes four new parks for which sites are not determined in the plan. 

How were these needs determined? 

Needs identified in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan were determined through a joint process 

between Richland County and the City of Columbia entitled άtƭŀƴ ¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ tǳǘ ǘƘŜ tƛŜŎŜǎ ƛƴ 

tƭŀŎŜέΦ During the process, interested citizens and stakeholders had four opportunities over the 

course of a year to provide input:  community meetings, choices workshops, public review, and 

plan adoption hearings. 
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For the Consolidated Plan, these needs were identified by Richland County stakeholders and 

residents through the public participation process. This process included interviews, community 

meetings, focus groups, and an online survey. Outreach efforts were also made at public 

events, including a Spirit Communications Park baseball game, the local Sweet Potato Festival, 

and the Cornbread Festival to ensure as much opportunity for input and feedback as possible. 

5ŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎΥ 

The 2015 Comprehensive Plan for Richland County sought to improve transit services in order 

to reduce automobile dependency. This was implemented largely through The Comet, which 

began providing new bus service in 2017 with 28 fixed routes throughout the county. The 

Comprehensive Plan also discussed the need for road widening projects, 14 of which are 

ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŜƴƴȅ ǘŀȄ ŦǳƴŘ όŀ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜǾƛŜǎ ŀ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ 

sales tax in Richland County to invest in transit and infrastructure), and for improvements such 

as closed drainage, bike lanes, and sidewalks. According to the plan, commuter rail is being 

considered as a further development for the county, but its implementation depends on 

resource availability and the success of existing transit services. 

According to the Richland County CDBG-DR Acton Plan, public infrastructure and facilities in the 

county were also severely impacted by the October 2015 flooding. The flooding event caused 

stream and river flooding and overland flooding that resulted in blockage or loss of county 

infrastructure at over 300 different sites, isolating emergency services, community services, and 

residences. Roads and bridges were eroded, rutted, and washed out due to flooding rendering 

them impassable for emergency and public access. Approximately 50 roads were closed due to 

damage, 19 private dams failed, and 267 roads underwent varying levels of damage from flood 

waters and erosion. The historical flooding resulted in closure of 36 state roads, over half of 

which (19) were located in Richland County. Initial damages included $2.7 million in damages to 

county roads and approximately $175,000 in damages to county facilities. Additional capital 

improvement needs totaled approximately $400,000. 

A large majority (93.1 percent) of respondents to the Consolidated Plan resident survey say 

they never use public transportation to get to work. Another 4.8 percent say they use it some 

days, and 2.1 percent say they use it every day. Approximately 25.4 percent of respondents 

believe public transportation in Richland County is very convenient, 33.5 percent believe it is 

somewhat convenient, and 41.0 percent believe it is not convenient. When asked the top things 

they would change about their neighborhood, 41.5 percent of respondents said they would add 

sidewalks and 28.0 percent said they would add bike lanes/bike paths. 

Residents involved in the public participation process mention that many roads in the county 

are unpaved, unsafe, and poorly maintained. This can affect school bus lines, especially for 
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students in rural areas with the worst roads, and can limit the availability of emergency services 

like police and firefighters. Stakeholders also express that the county should improve sidewalks 

in low-income areas. 

How were these needs determined? 

Needs identified in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan for Richland County were determined 

through a joint process between Richland County and the City of Columbia entitled άtƭŀƴ 

¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ tǳǘ ǘƘŜ tƛŜŎŜǎ ƛƴ tƭŀŎŜέΦ During the process, interested citizens and stakeholders had 

four opportunities over the course of a year to provide input:  community meetings, choices 

workshops, public review, and plan adoption hearings. 

Needs from the CDBG-DR Action Plan were determined by the Richland County Disaster 

Recovery Working Group, in collaboration with Richland County staff and with input received 

from a public participation process. 

For the Consolidated Plan, these needs were identified by Richland County stakeholders and 

residents through the public participation process. This process included interviews, community 

meetings, focus groups, and an online survey. Outreach efforts were also made at public 

events, including a Spirit Communications Park baseball game, the local Sweet Potato Festival, 

and the Cornbread Festival to ensure as much opportunity for input and feedback as possible. 

5ŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΥ 

Public services mentioned as requiring improvement in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan for 

Richland County include the public library system, for which the county plans to fund capital 

improvements, as well as the county sheriff, fire protection, emergency medical services, and 

public schools. The plan emphasizes the importance of coordinating planning and decision-

making efforts with the City of Columbia and ensuring that services such as water and utilities 

are distributed equitably throughout the county. 

Residents in Richland County say they would like to see financial literacy classes and vocational 

training, especially for residents age 50 and over, in their community. Stakeholders also 

mention the need for translation services, legal services, and early childhood services. The 

figure below shows survey respondent ratings on the condition of various public services and 

facilities in Richland County. Low cost healthcare, supportive housing services, and mental 

healthcare received the lowest ratings for current condition from the 154 respondents. 
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CONDITION OF PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

 

Stakeholders mention that services in the county are fragmented and that service efforts are 

sometimes duplicated due to poor communication between providers. Stakeholders believe 

that the county should provide more assistance for rural areas; these areas often rely on faith-

based organizations for services, although these resources can be limited. 

How were these needs determined? 

Needs identified in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan for Richland County were determined 

through a joint process between Richland County and the City of Columbia entitled άtƭŀƴ 

Together, tǳǘ ǘƘŜ tƛŜŎŜǎ ƛƴ tƭŀŎŜέΦ During the process, interested citizens and stakeholders had 

four opportunities over the course of a year to provide input:  community meetings, choices 

workshops, public review, and plan adoption hearings. 

For the Consolidated Plan, these needs were identified by Richland County stakeholders and 

residents through the public participation process. This process included interviews, community 

meetings, focus groups, and an online survey. Outreach efforts were also made at public 

events, including a Spirit Communications Park baseball game, the local Sweet Potato Festival, 

and the Cornbread Festival to ensure as much opportunity for input and feedback as possible. 
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4 MARKET ANALYSIS 

MA-05 OVERVIEW 

Housing Market Analysis Overview 

The report below provides an overview of the housing market in Richland County, South 

Carolina, with particular emphasis on the availability of affordable housing and the scale and 

condition of the public housing stock. Public policy and economic development issues are also 

discussed as they relate to affordable housing in the county. In addition, the report provides a 

description of services available for homeless populations and other special needs populations. 

The principle finding of the report is that the affordable housing stock in Richland County is 

ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻƻǊŜǎǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

children and the elderly. Affordable housing needs in Richland County are most severe among 

the lowest-income households. Housing costs in the county can be expected to continue to rise 

at a rate that far outpaces income growth, especially at the low end of the income distribution. 

Significant investment in public housing and economic development over the next five years 

wƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ  

Public and assisted housing in Richland County is provided through a combination of public 

housing developments and housing vouchers. The Columbia Housing Authority (CHA) manages 

public housing throughout the county. All of the public housing stock in Richland County is in 

acceptable condition, receiving average Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC) inspection score 

of above 60. 

Richland County has considerable populations with special housing needs. The particular 

circumstances prevailing in the county require special consideration to meet the diverse 

housing needs of the population. Notable among these are the needs of the elderly for housing 

maintenance and rehabilitation, especially those affected by severe flooding in 2015, and the 

needs of individuals with mental health issues in the county, as a considerable proportion of 

state mental health facilities in the state are located in Richland County.  

A number of policies have the potential to negatively affect affordable housing and residential 

investment in Richland County. The most relevant local policies include zoning restrictions on 

building more units on single family properties and requirements that may limit new housing 

developments.  

According to the economic development team, Richland County has one of the youngest and 

most highly skilled workforces in the state of South Carolina. The county is considering a 
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number of economic development projects to attract jobs and revitalize neighborhoods. Plans 

for housing in Richland County should take into account a number of non-housing community 

development assets and concerns. To take full advantage of new economic opportunities, 

housing and infrastructure development must be coordinated to ensure Richland County 

workers can readily access job opportunities in industrial areas. 

MA-10: NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 

Introduction 

This section examines the composition of the housing stock in Richland County. The availability 

and geographic distribution of housing units is examined based on housing type, unit size, 

tenure and occupancy. The following section describes the housing stock in Richland County 

along with explanations of the various public programs that fund it. Anticipated losses to the 

affordable housing stock and how the available stock compares to the needs of the population 

are also discussed. 

All residential properties by number of units 

TABLE 31 ς RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES BY UNIT NUMBER 

Property Type Number Percentage 

1-unit detached structure 69,086 69% 

1-unit, attached structure 1,972 2% 

2-4 units 3,699 4% 

5-19 units 12,910 13% 

20 or more units 4,892 5% 

Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc 7,817 8% 

Total 100,376 100% 

Data Source: 2009-2013 ACS 

According to 2009-2013 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates, 100,376 housing units 

are located in unincorporated Richland County. Single-unit detached structures are the most 

common housing units, comprising 69 percent of the total housing stock. Multi-family housing 

accounts for an additional 22 percent of the housing stock while eight percent of housing units 

are classified as a mobile home, boat, RV, van, etc.  

Distribution by housing type 

The following maps demonstrate the distribution of housing units in Richland County by type. 

The white space in the center of the maps is the City of Columbia and the Fort Jackson military 

base. 
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As shown by the areas of dark shading, single-family detached housing units constitute a 

significant percentage of housing units throughout most of the unincorporated areas of 

Richland County. 

SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED HOUSING 

 

Mobile Homes 

As shown by the dark shading, mobile homes constitute a significant percentage of housing 

units in the central part of north Richland County as well as throughout lower Richland County. 
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Multi -family housing 

As shown by the dark shading, multi-family housing in unincorporated areas of Richland County 

is concentrated largely in the Olympia-Granby area in the southwest area of the county, just 

below downtown Columbia, and north of Fort Jackson. 

DEVELOPMENTS WITH FIVE TO NINE UNITS 
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DEVELOPMENTS WITH 10 TO 19 UNITS 

 

DEVELOPMENTS WITH 20 TO 49 UNITS 
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TABLE 32 ς UNIT SIZE BY TENURE 

 Owners Renters 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

No bedroom 38 0% 407 1% 

1 bedroom 305 1% 5,255 17% 

2 bedrooms 5,949 10% 11,558 38% 

3 or more bedrooms 53,369 89% 13,227 43% 

Total 59,661 100% 30,447 99% 

Data Source: 2009-2013 ACS 

The table above compares housing unit sizes, in terms of the number of bedrooms, for home 

owners and renters in unincorporated Richland County. Owner-occupied housing primarily 

consists of three or more bedroom units. Rental units are more evenly divided between two 

bedroom units and units with three or more bedrooms.  

Overall, 66 percent of housing units in unincorporated Richland County are owner-occupied. 

The maps below show the proportions of owner- and renter-occupied housing, respectively. 

Renter-occupied housing is prevalent in the same areas where multi-family housing 

developments are common. These are also the areas of greatest population density.  

PERCENT OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING  

 
























































































































































































































































































































